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Chairman Blackburn, Ranking Member Klobuchar, and members of the 

Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify at this important 

hearing. It is an honor and privilege to be seated before you. 

 

My name is Bridgette Norring. I am a wife, mother, grandmother, advocate, 

founder of the Devin J. Norring Foundation and co-founder of Parents RISE!  

 

Six years ago, my son Devin Joseph Norring died from fentanyl poisoning 

after Snapchat connected him to a drug dealer.  Devin was 19. He loved 

football, skateboarding, BMX riding, writing and creating his own music.  

 

Prior to the start of the pandemic, he began suffering from migraines and 

dental pain.  When critical medical appointments were cancelled, he turned 

to what he ï and so many other American children ï believed was a quick 

and safe solution. He turned to Snapchat, and Snapchat connected him with 

a local drug dealer selling counterfeit pills. 

 

One pill ended his life, while Snapchat let the dealer continue selling to 

children on its platform long after Devin died.  

 



In the Spring of 2021, myself and other families who had lost their children 

to Snapchat met with Snapchat executives. 

 

That meeting is what fuels my fight to this day.  

 

Those executives told us that as parents, we should have been monitoring 

our children better and that, because of Section 230, we could not sue 

Snapchat. That we could not hold Snapchat accountable no matter what it 

had done.  And at first, we believed them.   

 

Then we watched as more kids died, as Snapchat still would not take down 

known predators and dealers, and as they did not even warn families of the 

harms happening in their digital place of business as we begged them to do.   

A few PSAs are not meaningful reform ï they are only inadequate Band-Aids 

on the bullet holes Snapchat created. 

 

Section 230 is why these companies think that they have the right to trade in 

our childrenôs lives, to trespass in our homes, and to put digital nicotine in 

the products they are stocking on toy store shelves.  

 



For years, we were ignored and countless more children died. 

 

Then things began to change.  A Facebook whistleblower came forward.  

Attorneys collected just enough initial information and evidence to demand 

discovery, a process by which a court forces defendants to turn over internal 

company information in a court of law.  And these lawsuits are how we finally 

started to get the truth ï the truth in their own words, and their own records. 

 

I submitted just a few examples of those unsealed records with my written 

testimony.  Remember all the years these companies swore that they had 

done nothing wrong? Remember when they claimed they were not designing 

addictive products and were doing their best to protect our children.  

 

It turns out, none of that was true. 

 

Instead, we can now prove that these companies deliberately addicted our 

children, knew what they were doing, and kept going. 

 



One YouTube document says ñVision, we aspire to create an app that is é 

addictive.ò  A Meta employee wrote, ñ[Instagram] is a drugé Weôre basically 

pushers,ò and another, ñchild safety is an explicit non-goal this half.ò   

 

Internal documents reveal that Meta was aware that it was recommending 

known children to known ñgroomersò and at ñnearly four timesò the rate it 

recommends children to non-groomer adults.  How is that not unreasonably 

dangerous by design?  How is it not criminal? 

 

The documents prove that there is nothing frivolous about these lawsuits.   

 

And, yes, we are making progress, but it shouldnôt take a yearsô long David 

and Goliath battle every time a corporate predator hurts a child é that is 

NOT justice, and tech companies shouldnôt be allowed to continue to profit 

off of our misery and loss. 

 

Especially now, as we enter an even more dangerous era with AI. 

 

In fact, I just learned that while Senator Hawley has been trying to make clear 

that it is illegal for AI companies to allow for the sexual exploitation of children 



through the Guard Act, the AI industry is getting harmful state laws passed, 

like one on its way to the Colorado Governorôs desk right now.  Coloradoôs 

HB 1263 says that AI companies CAN allow for the sexual abuse of a child, 

as long as they can show that it was not ñtechnically feasibleò to avoid it.  Of 

course, it is the AI companies that get to determine what is and is not 

feasible.   

 

We are talking about the sexual abuse of children versus a product you get 

from app stores in the ñentertainmentò category.  That any state could excuse 

the sexual abuse and exploitation of children just because AI is involved is 

crazy to me. Itôs like letting a pedophile off the hook because he says he did 

his best to avoid hurting a child. These companies can design systems that 

donôt hurt, abuse, and manipulate children, they are just choosing not to in 

the name of maximizing profit. 

 

This is what American families are up against. These companies hid behind 

the Section 230 immunity that was never meant for them, and now that we 

are making progress, they are cleverly pushing bills at the state and federal 

level that require them to do virtually nothing, while allowing the abuse and 



manipulation of our children to continue in the name of ñinnovationò.  This 

isnôt innovation, itôs just abuse. 

 

My family and thousands like mine have been sounding the alarm far too 

long. Some of you have stood strongly with us, and each day more and more 

lawmakers are finding the courage to look beyond political parties to truly 

fight for American families, safety by design, and corporate accountability. 

 

And now, today, I am here to tell Congress that it is time to choose. 

 

Congress must ensure that the Senate version of KOSA will not risk 

preemption of state and victimsô rights, and then it must pass it.  Congress 

must pass strong, common-sense AI chatbot requirements like the Guard 

Act. 

 

Congress must also pass the Cooper Davis and Devin Norring Act so that 

social media companies are required to report illicit drug activity occurring on 

their platforms to law enforcement.  

 

Congress must reform Section 230.   



And now that the courthouse doors are slowly opening, Congress must 

ensure they stay that way.  Because the reality is that trillion-dollar 

companies do not fear regulatory fines; those are simply a cost of doing 

business. 

 

But they do fear accountability in court.   

They do fear discovery. 

They do fear the truth being exposed publicly. 

 

I made a promise to Devin that his life would not be in vain. I have since 

extended that promise to countless victims and families, as I carry their loved 

ones with me on this painful journey no mother should ever have to endure.  

 

This is not about politics. This is about whether our elected officials are willing 

to protect children in a digital world that has evolved faster than our laws.  I 

am asking all of Congress to stand with parents and families and against the 

wealthy and powerful companies that chose to harm American children and 

teens by design and then lied to Congress and the world about what theyôd 

done.  Thank you.  
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I. Predatory tech companies claim that they do not allow underage children on 

their platforms and that they do not know when a child is underage.  Internal 

documents establish otherwise.   

In 2014, Snapôs CEO was informed via a ñsimple analysisò that Snapchat had ñpenetrated 84% of users 

between the age of 10 and 24ò ï referred to as ñmassive monetization potential.ò 

 
In 2021, a Snap employee expressed concern that the company was not escalating content clearly 

involving underage kids.  ñThe examples I checked in the sheet are pretty clear-cut cases that should be 

escalated to T&S for review/action é I noticed that our UGC Broadcast policy doc does not indicate that 

these need to be escalated, is there a reason for the confusion?ò 

 
Snap executives confirmed that this was a deliberate choice, more specifically, because ñthis would be a 

ton of content.ò  ñCorrect, T&S would not be able to take this on right now.ò 



 
 

In 2020, TikTok partnered with the PTA in a strategic state, and was relieved when the news crew did not 

show.  A large number of kids who attended ended up being too young and/or TikTok distributed to them 

while they were still underage.  TikTok employees wrote that they ñseriously dodged a bulletò and called 

it ñlearnings for the future.ò   



 

TikTok also misled regulators about its ability to detect underage users. According to TikTok documents 

(confirmed in the deposition of Global TikTok R & D Chief Wenjia Zhu), when regulators asked if the 

company had any age models capable of identifying or removing under 13 accounts, it said that it ñdidnôt 

have any U13 models online.ò  That response was false. 

 

 



 

 

When TikTok realized its error, instead of correcting it, TikTok worried internally that if EU or U.S. 

regulators learned the truth then the company might be forced ñto delete a large volume of u13 [under-13] 

users,ò resulting in an estimated loss of its user base.    

 

 

 

TikTok employee chats from June 2023 further confirm that TikTok knows children are not using their 

real ages and goes out of its way to avoid conflicts arising from this.  They wrote, ñThe weird data point 

is that 85% of óteenô users are age gated 18+ò ñLMAOOOOO é cuz we are idiots to think a kid these 

days will not cheat the system.ò  ñYep, and thatôs precisely why we donôt want to age restrict the FP 

roles.ò 



 
Google (YouTube) pursued children even more overtly, including kids under the age of 8.  Itôs internally 

stated goal in 2016 was to ñBecome a Daily Tool for All U13 Kids Globally.ò  To make its product ñpart 

of the daily routine for all kids under 13.ò  

 



 

 



 
YouTubeôs ñVision & objectivesò remained relatively unchanged in 2019, except that it created more 

refined age categories, including a ñtarget audienceò of ñ4 and under.ò 

 
YouTubeôs focus on underage children continued and, in 2020, it wrote, ñSolving kids is a massive 

opportunity.ò  ñKids under 13 are the fastest-growing audience in the world.ò 



 
Meta also targets kids under 13 and knows that they are on its products.  In a 2017 study, Meta wrote that 

ñInstagram sells itselfò to kids ñages 11-12.ò  It examined childrenôs developmental differences and 

unique vulnerabilities for product development purposes.  Meta also went to great lengths to ensure that 

there were ñNo IG-specific questions asked among A11-12.ò   



 

 

 



 

In 2018, Meta consultants confirmed that underage children were Metaôs most profitable users.  Meta 

documents include things like ñThe young ones are the best ones,ò ñTweens (approximate age 10-12) are 

special. People who join Facebook as tweens have the highest long term retention out of all age groups,ò 

and ñIf we want to win big with teens, we must bring them in as tweens.ò 

 



 

 

 



 
And in 2020, Meta employees discussed that they were not allowed to ask any question that might elicit 

evidence that a user was under 13.  In the context of an ñapproved age question,ò one employee noted 

ñWe canôt give people the ability to say theyôre under 13, right? So maybe thereôs also an óotherô 

category?ò  ñIôve been given a hard no to other category é especially if the upper end if 46+, since other 

would, by definition, be under [13].ò  ñMy understanding is that we canôt ask if theyôre under 13 because 

it means weôd have to delete their account.ò 

 



 
In 2021, a Meta employee wrote, ñFor context on age selection: I have not included younger kids (10-12 

yos) in this research for a number of reasons: é 2) Although there are definitely kids this age on IG, Iôm 

concerned about risks of disclosure since they arenôt supposed to be on IG at all.ò 

 

In 2023, another Meta document discusses a decision to ñnot trigger age verificationò in certain instances 

due to ñthe potential revenue impact it can cause.ò 

 
  



II. Predatory tech companies claim to have parental controls and similar safety 

features when, in fact, they know that their ñsafetyò features are ineffective, 

hard to find, and/or difficult to use.  According to employees, that is the point: 

these companies prioritize profit over safety, and children pay the price. 

In September 2021, a TikTok employee asked about a ñFP [Family Pairing] bug where the teen can easily 

bypass or disable FP.ò  Another employee responded, ñitôs not a bug, I suppose éò and explained that 

TikTok has a ñhiddenò unlink option kids can use to unpair from their parent.  The first employee 

observes, ñthis renders the feature kinda useless.ò 

 
In the words of the TikTok leader responsible for Family Pairing, ñFamily Pairing is where all good 

product design goes to die[.]ò 

 

Snapchat likewise wrote that the primary purpose of Family Center ñwas to have a feature we can point 

regulators, interested parents, and the press to, rather than broadly tell everyone to adopt this.ò Ex. 897. 

Why? It worried parental controls, even weak ones like Family Center, might negatively impact 

ñengagement . . . if this lands the wrong way with teens.ò 

In 2016, Meta CEO Mark Zuckerberg warned in connection with Facebookôs Live product that notifying 

adults as to what their children were doing on Live ñwill probably ruin the product from the startò and 

instructed employees ñbe very good about not notifying parents/teachers.ò 

 



In 2021, Meta discussed looking into making their features ñmore challenging for parents.ò  ñBoth 

Snapchat and TikTok are somewhat confusing to parents, in turn affording teens a protected place to 

play/engage.ò 

 

 
In fact, Meta affirmatively works to ensure that all young users know they can create FINSTA accounts 

(secondary accounts that teens and children typically keep hidden from parents).  ñFinsta Growth is an 

effort on the Growth team to encourage teens to create their first Finsta account and to teach them to use 

the multi-account switcher.ò 



 

 
  



III. Predatory tech companies deny that they are designing for addiction, while 

countless internal documents acknowledge that addiction is the goal.  This 

includes specific features, as well as algorithmic programming choices ï even, 

and especially, when aimed at vulnerable minors. 

ñoh my gosh yall IG is a drugéWeôre basically pushersé We are causing Reward Deficit 

Disorder bc people are binging on IG so much they canôt feel reward anymoreélike their 

reward tolerance is so highéI know Adam [Mosseri] doesnôt want to hear it ï he freaked 

out when I talked about dopamine in my teen fundamentals leads review but its undeniable! 

Its biological and psychologicalé the top-down directives drive it all towards making 

sure people keep coming back for more.ò - Meta UX Researcher 

Internal documents discuss the fact that TikTok contains unique ñelements of persuasive designò and 

more common ñcoercive design tactics that detract from user agency such as infinite scroll, constant 

notifications, and the óslot machineô effect.ò  ñTikTok is particularly popular with younger users, who are 

particularly sensitive to reinforcement in the form of social reward and have minimal ability to self-

regulate effectively.ò 

 
TikTok considered giving ñvulnerable usersò more choice in terms of less addictive feeds (such as ña 

reset optionò and ñnon-personalized feedò) but worried about ñAds revenue.ò   



 

In 2013, YouTubeôs ñBig Hairy Audacious Goalò was to reach ñ1 Billion Hours/day in Watch Time by 

the end of 2016.ò   

 
It prioritized this goal, even at the expense of children.  This YouTube document called out employee 

ideas for how to reach 1 Billion Hours, and the ñHonorary Mention: Best Writtenò suggested ñ1 Billion 

hours: KidsTube.  Suck it up, jump through the legal hoops needed to make it happen.ò  YouTube 

launched Kids YouTube in early 2015. 

 



 
 

In 2016, YouTube priorities included: ñWe aspire to create an app that is é Addictive é Our app 

experience should compel users to come back more and more often.ò 

 
YouTube documents from 2018 focused on targeting habitual users.  ñThe new initiative focuses on 

making YouTube a daily habit.ò  ñFeed refresh: build an optimal experience for visiting YouTube 

multiple times a day, e.g. user controls to see more new uploads, client and user-based models to predict 

optimal refresh rate.ò 

 



 
In 2018, a YouTube employee wrote that ñif DSM criteria were applied to watching gaming videos, 1 in 5 

teens would be diagnosed with addiction.ò 

 

Other YouTube documents conclude that ñ[f]our video-watching behaviors bring about the majority of 

negative wellbeing effects.ò 

 



 
While others acknowledge that auto-play contributes to loss of sleep and related harms among young 

users.  YouTube knew that ñDisabling or limiting Autoplay during the night could result in sleep 

savings.ò  Likewise as it relates to push notifications creating fear of missing out (FOMO). 

 



 

 



 
 

Other YouTube documents talk about dopamine and addiction by design. 

 
According to Snap documents, Snapchat is designed to ñdrive a phenomenon commonly called FOMOð

Fear of Missing Out. Knowing that a funny video or a party photo will vanish by tomorrow compels 

teens to open the app frequently, so they donôt ómissô what their friends are doing. It creates a 24/7 

urgency to be online.ò And here are some Snap quotes relating to the addictive nature of Snapôs Streaks 

feature. 



 
Meta documents discuss addiction by design.  This first document is from 2017.  Meta lists the sending of 

push notifications at night as a ñsolutionò to increase engagement among teens.  ñUS Teen DAP is the 

most important goal of IG this half.ò 



 
In the following 2020 document, Meta employees discuss whether, ñweôre creating addicts or facilitating 

them.ò 

 
The following is from another Meta document, which refers to ñóAddictiveô ï like design.ò 



 
Documents from 2023 also establish that Meta was programming for addiction.  A number of discussions 

took place in which employees noted that litigation and legislation concerns were valid, and that Meta 

could have made meaningful changes ï but instead, that Meta chose to throw relatively useless tools at 

the issue while more children were harmed.   

¶ ñI feel like i'm reading totally different litigation and legislation than our org leaders... We 

literally are optimizing teen feeds for engagement. We can change that, but none of the 

YIPs actually address this core issue.ò é 

¶ ñThe whole company is set up to avoid this problem. Like XI is sequenced to be *after* 

Relevance, and explicitly does not engage with them, to allow Relevance to optimize for 

engagement and XI runs around trying to pick up the pieces.ò 

¶ ñI dunno why weôre doing cartwheels to avoid doing the thing weôre actually being asked 

to do *which we can easily do at very little topline cost!*ò 

¶ ñthis is so funny é  

Regulators: Stop optimizing for engagement!  

Meta: we have built 30 tools!ò 

¶ ñthe lawsuit is extremely explicit about the problem é it actually specifically calls out 

our comms strategy of throwing a bunch of partial mitigations to avoid dealing with the 

core problem.ò 



 

 


